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the  DepartsMnt  of  the  Aray's  Foreign  Area  Officer  Prograa 
(luaalan) . 

Only  unclassified  sources  ere  used  in  producing  the 
research  paper.  The  opinioiiK,  value  JudgSMnts  and  conclusions 
expressed  are  those  of  the  author  end  in  no  nay  reflect  official 
policy  of  the  United  States  CovemsMnti  Departasnt  of  Defensci 
Departnent  of  the  Army;  Depertnen^  of  the  Anqr,  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  of  'ntelligence;  or  the  United  States 
Amy  Institute  for  Advanced  Kussian  and  East  European  Studies. 

Interested  readers  are  invited  to  send  their  connonts  to 
the  Cosmender  of  the  Institute. 
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SUMMARY 

Baaed  upon  their  analyses  of  the  nature  of  future  war# 
the  Soviets#  in  recent  years#  have  significantly  ijsproved  the 
cosB>at  BK>bility  of  their  ground  forces#  both  on  the  ground  and 
through  the  air.  The  air  dimension  of  this  improved  smbillty# 
with  the  airborne  forces  and  the  airmobile  capability#  has 
received  increased  comment  recently  in  the  Soviet  military 
press.  Oesionstrations  of  the  airborne  and  airmobile  cepabil'* 
ity  have  been  noted  in  recent  large-scale  maneuvers.  This 
analysis#  based  upon  the  discussions  in  the  military  press 
and  the  deonnstrations  of  the  capabilities#  analyses  the 
doctrine  of  Soviet  airmobility  and  attempts  to  place  it  in  con- 
text within  overall  Soviet  military  doctrine.  Conclusions 
of  this  analysis  arc  that:  (1)  Soviet  development  of  air-  ' 
mobility  lags  that  of  the  US#  particularly  in  the  development 
of  cosJaat  helicopters}  and#  (2)  the  role  of  airmobility  in 
doctrine  is  secondary  and  supp^Mntary  to  the  role  of  air- 
borne operations. 
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In  th('  last  t(>n  y<*urs,  the  Soviets  have  pushed  ahead 
with  several  proqrams  designed  to  upgrade  qualitatively  the 
capabilities  of  their  conventional  theater  forces.  AaK>ng 
these  modernization  programs  are  those  designed  to  isqprove 
the  ground  and  in  the  air.  Western  analysts  have  cosMented 
at* length  on  the  significant  improvement  accomplished  in  the 
combat  mobility  of  the  Soviet  land  forces  on  the  ground#  but 
relatively  little  notice  has  been  paid  to  the  continuing 
Soviet  efforts  to  expand  the  combat  mobility  of  the  ground 
forces  through  the  air. 

The  Soviets  have  indeed  made  significant  progress  to- 
ward expanding  their  air  lift  capabilities  at  the  theater  and 
strategic  level,  as  well  as  at  the  tactical  level.  At  the 
theater  and  strategic  level,  increased  air  transport  lift  with 
the  Soviet  Military  Air  Transport  has  been  developed  to  expand 
the  range  of  Soviet  military  power,  thus  offering  much  more 
flexibility  in  the  planning  and  execution  of  theater  and 
strategic  operations.  The  Soviets  reportedly  now  have  the  air 
lift  capability  to  move  three  airborne  divisions  with  limited 
equipsient  up  to  1000  kiiosieters,  delivering  them  at  critical 
points  in  the  tactical  schesie  within  two  hours  of  alert 
notice. i Continued  expansion  of  their  long-range  heavy  trans- 
port will  greatly  increase  this  capability.  At  the  tactical 
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level,  the  Soviets  now  have  in  their  inventory  some  2,000 


helicoptors  of  all  tytM>8  incluclin<i  heavy  Lift  craft 


adds  significantly  to  the  Soviet  capability  to  move  troops 


and  Mtericl  on  the  battlefield 


The  reasons  Cor  this  massive  dcvelopsient  are  clear.  In 
recent  years,  the  Soviets  appear  to  be  extresMly  preoccupied, 
almost  obsessed,  with  the  need  for  increased  mobility  on  the 
battlefield.  This  seeming  preoccupation  undoubtedly  is  the 
result  of  their  analyses  of  the  demands  of  future  war.  These 
demands,  clearly  revolutionized  in  the  minds  of  the  Soviets 
by  the  introduction  of  tactical  nuclear  weapons,  place  a 
tremendous  requirement  upon  their  combat  forces  to  operate  in 
greater  depths  on  the  front,  and  to  be  capable  of  conducting 
operations  at  a much  greater  tempo  than  in  past  wars,  specifi- 
cally in  comparison  to  operations  conducted  during  NW  II.  The 
requirement  to  operate  in  depth  also  includes  the  requisite 
for  Soviet  forces  to  disperse  rapidly  and  to  concentrate  and 
mass  for  operations  even  more  rapidly  in  order  to  exploit 
tactical  nuclear  strikes. 


Rapid  concentration  of  forces  and  exploitation  attacks 
have  been  and  remain  basic  tenets  of  contemporary  Soviet 
military  doctrine  but  these  tenets  appear  to  have  received 
much  more  emphasis  in  recent  analyses.  This  increased  emphasis 
undoubtedly  is  related  to  the  shift  in  priorities  back  towards 
conventional  theater  force  modernization,  which  occurred  after 


the  ouster  of  Khrushchev  in  1964 


Colon!.' 1 A.  A.  Sidorenko 


underscorc^d  the-  fund.inu-nlul  t^^net  of  (rontemporary  military  doc 


trine,  tlu>  im|iorL<iii(‘<-  of  (jainint)  and  m<i  i ntaininq  the  offensive, 


when  he  stated  that  "tfie  offenBive  is 


action...  whicli  attains  the  complete  rout  of  the  enemy  and  the 


He  went  on  further 


seizure  of  important  obiectives  and  areas 


to  sum  up  the  Soviet  view  of  th(«  character  of  military  opera- 
tions in  any  future  war  by  pointing  out  that  "the  essense  of 
the  offensive  consists  of  having  troops.  . . destroy  the  enemy 
with  all  available  means  and,  exploiting  the  results  obtained, 
advance  swiftly  into  the  depths  of  his  disposition.”^  Thus, 
the  character  of  Soviet  military  operations  in  any  future  con- 
flict can  be  seen  in  Sidorenko's  description  thati 


Under  contemtx>rary  conditions,  the  utter  rout  of  the 
enemy  in  a short  time  and  the  seizure  of  important 
areas  are  obtained  by  the  launching  of  nuclear  strikes 
the  skillful  employment  of  the  powerful  fire  of  con- 
ventional  weapons,  the  swift  advance  by  tank  and 
motorized  rifle  troops  to  a great  depth  in  coordina- 
tion with  aviation  and  airborne  forces,  the  bold 
emergence  in  the  enemy^s  flanks  and  rear,  ano  nis 
des trucCIdh~ in  'detail  7*!^  (emphasis  added) 


Clearly,  from  this  description  with  such  emphasis 
placed  upon  offensive  operations,  it  is  evident  that  a very 
high  premium  is  placed  upon  the  cosibat  mobility  of  Soviet 
ground  forces  in  any  future  war.  It  is  also  clear  that  great 
Importance  is  placed  upon  airborne  forces  dperating  in  the 
'enemy's  flanks  and  rear  in  conjunction  with  'the  swift  advancs 
by  tank  and  motorized  rifle  troops.*  A number  of  Soviet  writers 
have  pointed  out  that  airmobile  operations®  with  the  utilisation 
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of  the  helicopter  in  combat  assaults  offer  one  answer  to  the 


incruant'd  dcinund  for  comhcit  mobility  to  doliver  troops  in  a 


combat  conf iqurat ion  into  the  c^nemy  rear  or  wherever  advantageous 


to  the  tactical  pi. in.  ft  was  noted  that  "with  the  appearance 


of  nuclear  weapons  (on  the  battlefield)  and  the  refinement  of 


the  conventional  means  of  destruction  and  mechanization  of 


forces,  the  significance  of  the  airmobile  assault  has  grown 
significantly."^  This  source  then  went  on  to  point  out  the  advan 
tages  of  increased  mobility  and  flexibility  which  the  airmobile 
capability  offered  the  senior  commandor.^  Another  writer. 

Colonel  Samoilenko,  went  further  in  arguing  that  airmobile 
operations  offered  advantages  not  inherent  in  airborne  opera- 
tions, that  of  more  "compactly  and  accurately”  landing  troops 
in  a combat  configuration  close  to  their  objectives  area.^ 


It  can  easily  be  seen  that  the  significance  of  airaK>bility  on 
the  nnodern  battlefield  has  been  recognized.  This  recognition 
no  doubt  has  provided  the  impetus  for  the  developsMnt  of  an 
airmobile  doctrine  and  capability.  It  is  difficult  to  determine 
however,  the  exact  role  that  airmobility  plays  in  Soviet  mil- 
itary doctrine.  This  difficulty  is  related  to  the  fact  that 
there  has  not  been  any  author! tive  statement  made  on  the  subject 
in  the  open  press  by  the  top  Soviet  military  leaders.  This  is 
in  contrast  to  the  number  of  statements  made  concerning  the 
role  of  airborne  forces  by  such  military  leaders  as  Marshal 
Grechko,  Minister  of  Defense. 


Therefore,  it  seems  necessary,  with  this  increased 
effort  to  develop  an  airmobile  capability,  and  the  aMbiguous  role 
thus  far  attributed  to  utilization  of  the  capability  in  doc- 
trinal discussions,  to  analyze  the  information  available  in 
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Soviet  military  sourcou  to  |ilac<*  th(>  capability  in  overall 
perspective  wilhin  tiio  yoneral  context  of  Soviet  military  doc- 
trine. This  assessment  of  present  trends  and  developSMnts 
should  be  particularly  useful  in  evaluating  the  impact  of  an 
ainsobility  capability  upon  overall  force  structure*  specifical- 
ly upon  the  airborne  force  structure*  and  its  relationship  in 
Soviet  military  doctrine  with  the  role  of  airborne  forces. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  at  the  outset  that  Soviet  mili- 
tary press  discussions*  however  informative  and  illuminating* 
are  extremely  limited  in  any  discussion  of  command  relation- 
ships and  specific  subordination  arrangements  during  combat 
operations.  These  sources  are  even  more  limited  in  any  speci- 
fic discussion  of  Soviet  equipment  and  technology.  Thus*  this 
analysis  will  avoid  any  discussion  of  comsmnd  relationships 
or  hardware  comparisons. 

One  can*  however,  (and  it  seems  necessary  to  do  so)  place 
the  level  of  Soviet  technology  in  helicopter  developsMnt  in  a 
general  perspective  with  the  level  of  US  develoissent.  There 
does  not  seen  to  be  any  question  that  Soviet  progress  in  the 
field  of  combat  helicopter  technology  lags  US  davelopMnt  by 
several  years.  Granted*  the  Soviets  have  achieved  notable 
progress  in  developing  and  producing  a variety  of  helicopters* 
particularly  heavy  lift  craft.  But  in  refining  their  heli- 
copters to  adapt  to  conUsat  conditions  (i.e.*  to  smet  the  desumds 
for  increased  maneuverability*  speed*  and  versatility) * the  lag 
seeiss  readily  apparent. The  reasons  for  this  lag  are  not 
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i‘ntir«'|y  t'li-.ir.  <‘ii  hh-  li.jixi,  i h«‘  |«ir  i i cii  I iir  domanclB  of  tht* 
Vietnam  cunt  lid  iirovitled  aeiJod  ini|x>t(js  to  thit  American  military 
and  industry  to  idiin*  and  improve  existinq  tnchnoloqy  in  the 
early  1960 's.  On  the  fithor  hand,  tluTc  is  not  enough  evidence 
available  in  the  :iov:et  press  to  indicate  whether  the  present 
level  of  technology  simply  reflects  tlieir  best  efforts  in  that 
field,  or  the  lag  is  due  to  a late  start  in  developaient  because 
of  a reluctance  to  accept  the  hnlico|jter  as  a combat  vehicle 
as  opposed  to  a rear  area  transportation  and  heavy  lift  vehicle. 

In  any  case,  it  now  seems  clear  that  the  Soviets  are  amving 
to  reach  US  levels  of  technology  in  this  field.  Evidence  to 
support  this  contention  is  numerous,  but  possibly  the  SK>st 
significant  is  the  fact  that,  according  to  General  Drown, 

Chairman  of  the  US  Joint  Chiefs  of  staff,  the  Soviets  are  now 
introducing  into  their  force  structure  the  "Hind  A,"  an  entirely 
new  helicopter . hittle  is  Known  about  this  craft  except 
that,  as  General  hrown  noted,  it  can  carry  16  combat  troops, 
or,  more  significantly,  in  a ground  support  role,  it  can  be 
equipped  with  57  mm  rocket  pods  and  anti-tank  missiles. 

The  significance  of  this  latter  capability  will  be  discussed 
later. 

Thus,  in  recognizing  the  progress  the  Soviets  have  achieved 
and  the  level  of  development  in  the  field  of  airmobility,  it 
is  important  to  ask  the  question:  How  do  the  Soviets  propose 
to  utilise  their  eir"*obile  «issots  •••ithin  the  general  schesM  of 
tactical  maneuvers?  As  delineated  in  their  open  press  discussions 
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n i n<j  this  ion,  it  is  (‘viijciil  Lh.iL  tho  Soviets 

onvisiun  Ihroo  imI  oioi  i<*s  oi  cniploymc'nt  for  airmobilt' 

forces:  disruption,  < -xp  I i Liil  i on , and  supportive  operations. 

In  disruption  opt'rut  ions,  airmotule  units  would  be  dispatched 
into  the  enemy  ri>ar  to  attack  command,  communication,  and  logis- 
tic centers  with  tlie  «joal  of  tyin<j  down  security  and  reserve 
forces,  as  well  as  disruptinq  the  enemy  rear-area  command 
and  supply  functions.  Exploitation  operations  would  be  planned 
to  exploit  friendly  tactical  nuclear  strikes  with  the  seizure 
of  key  terrain  features  or  objective  areas  where  enemy  defenses 
have  been  either  dc'si  royed  or  si'riously  weakened  as  a result 
of  the  nuclear  strikes.  Kin. illy,  supporting  operations  are: 
river  crossing  assaults  (airniobilc  seizure  of  one  or  both 
sides  of  the  crossimj  site) , a meeting  engagement  (seizure  of 
key  terrain  features  to  facilitate  the  deployment  of  fiendly 
forces  and  to  hinder  the  di'Viilopment  of  enemy  forces)  , and 
operations  in  difficult  terrain  where  the  seizure  of  passes, 
defiles,  etc.,  would  facilitate  the  advance  or  defense  of 
the  main  body.  Another  cxam(>le  of  possible  supporting  airmobile 
utilization  which  has  obvious  strategic  implications  is  air- 
mobile assaults  during  amphibious  operations.  AirBK>bile 
operations  arc  foreseen  as  being  conducted  either  before  the 
main  landing,  or  during  the  landing  to  facilitate  the  sovesMnt 
of  the  main  body  of  amphibious  troops. 

The  largest  unit  thus  far  mentioned  in  the  press  to  be 
utilized  in  these  operations  is  the  motorized  rifle  battalion 
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reinforced  with  to  nK'dium  artillery  (up  to  122  NR)*  anti- 

tank guided  missiU's,  engineer,  air  il(>ff>n8e  (up  to  37  mn) , and 
other  elements,  dcgieiiding  upon  the  mission  and  such  factors  as 
terrain,  enemy,  etc.***  The  h<*licopter  lift  to  transport  the 
reainforced  battalion  would  normally  come  from  the  Frontal 
Aviation  Unit  (division  or  army)  located,  in  wartisM,  at  the 
Front  level.  The  Soviet  lino  division  has  very  little  organic 
helicopter  lift  capability.  Those  helicopters  organic  to  the 
division  are  used  primarily  for  reconnaissance,  liaison,  and 
siessenger  service.  The  innovation  of  comnand  and  control 
from  the  air  has  not  yet  bcH.'n  widely  implemented  in  the  Soviet 
military  forces. 

Arguments  can  bo  statcid  for  or  against  the  need  for  organic 
lift  for  ground  forces.  The  US  experience  in  Vietnam  was  not 
conclusive  in  this  regard.  It  certainly  could  be  argued  that 
the  fully  airmobile  army  divisions  were  highly  effective  in 
utilizing  their  organic  lift  capabilities.  But  it  could  also 
be  argued  that  a great  deal  of  lift  was  tied  up  and  possibly 
wasted  or  squandered  just  because  it  was  readily  available. 

Other  variations  of  control  such  as  an  operational  control  ^ 
basis  (which  the  Soviets  utilize  in  various  forms)  have  equally 
obvious  advantages  and  disadvantages.  The  biggest  advantage 
with  this  type  of  arrangement  is  that  the  airlift  assets  are 
freer  to  support  more  area  and  more  units,  thus  freeing  the  sup- 
ported (ground)  unit  from  logistic  responsibilities  for  the 
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supporting  (aviat ion)  unit.  Tho  disadvantage  is  that  the 
airlift  must  bo  sh.iroii  among  units  in  a respective  area  of 
operation,  thus  limiting  tlu‘  availability  of  the  aviation 
units  and  complicating  coordination  and  planning  requiresMnts. 
The  US  Army's  evaluation  of  its  own  experience  and  utilisation 
of  airsKsbility  is  not  conclusive. Present  doctrine  con* 
tained  in  PM  57-35,  however,  clearly  states  that  it  is  prefer- 
able to  use  aviation  assets  on  an  operational  control  basis, 
which  is  similar  to  Soviet  concepts. 

s 

Examination  of  Soviet  written  discussion  concerning  the 
juncture  between  aviation  and  ground  units  reveals  that  an 


extremely  high  premiu/h  is  placed,  as  might  be  expected,  upon 
thorough  planning  and  coordination.  Whenever  an  airsKJbile 


operation  is  directed  by  the  "senior  commander*  (in  the  con- 
text used,  probably  the  front  or  army  commander^^) , the  aviation 
"subunit” representative  and  the  battalion  commander  plan 
all  phases  of  the  operation  from  embarkation  to  debarkation 
and  the  subsequent  ground  operations  and  resupply.  The  planning 
process  is  normally  conducted  in  a backward  sequence,  i.e., 
from  operations  in  the  objective  area  back  to  embarkation  and 
staging  operations.  Moreover,  the  support  required  throughout 
the  entire  operation  is  arranged  and  coordinated  with  the 
respective  unit  representatives  and  appropriate  support  agencies 
It  is  not  clear  from  the  discussions  just  at  what  level  the 


support  is  arranged,  but  it  seems  likely  that  the  staffs  of 


tho  diviiiion  as  w<>n  as  the  army  would  be  involved,  since 
fire  Bup|K>rt  and  lu<|istic  support  arc  so  centrally  controlled 
in  the  Soviet  Army.^^  It  does  seem  clear,  hoi#ever,  that  the 
primary  responsibility  for  planning  and  coordinating  the  entire 
operation  rests  u|x>n  the  shoulders  of  the  coMMnder  of  the 
Hiotorized  rifle  battalion. 

In  addition  to  their  stress  upon  detailed  planning  and 
coordination,  the  Soviets  emphasize  heavily  the  need  for  a high 
degree  of  training  and  psychological  preparation.  As  one 
author  points  out,  the  Soviets  believe  that  any  line  unit  can 
be  trained  to  participate  in  an  airmobile  operation  in  a short 
period  of  training,  which  is  in  contrast  to  airborne  operations 
where  the  troops  require  extensive  specialised  training. In 
the  opinion  of  another  writer,  motorized  rifle,  artillery,  and 
other  "specialized  sub-units"  can  be  prepared  to  participate  in 
an  airmobile  operation  in  8 to  10  hours  of  training  tiae.  This 
training  would  include  2 to  3 hours  for  familiarisation  with 
helicopter  characteristics  and  data,  instruction  concerning  the 
procedures  for  embarkation  and  embarkation  of  troops,  and  the 
proper  procedures  for  loading,  off-loading,  and  securing  equip- 
ment and  supplies.  The  remaining  6 to  7 hours  are  to  be  used 
for  instruction  in  combat  formations  and  operations  in  the 
objective  area,  which  would  include  types  of  missions  snd 
activities  to  be  assigned  to  airmobile  forces.  Assistance  in 
organizing  and  conducting  the  training  is  to  be  drawn  from  the 
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hi<|h<'r  Icvi'l  Htnfl::  .!•:  wi-ll  as  from  the  aviation  units, 
llulicoptor  iiio<'k-u|>H  .u«>  to  bo  utili/od  to  thu  Maximum. ^ ^ it 
is  desirable?  to  ofinduol.  tho  trainimj  under  the  most  realistic 
conditions*  closely  rtisi.'mblinq  conditions  which  miqht  be  en- 
countered in  combat  (i.e.*  niqht-time  operations  as  well  as 
operations  durinq  bad  weather  or  in  poor  visibility) Although 
special  emphasis  is  placed  upon  the  fact  that  all  Soviet  Army 
units  are  capable  of  being  trained  for  participation  in  air- 
BK>bile  operations*  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  during  the 
large-scale  Mneuvers  "Dnieper*"  conducted  in  1967*  airborne 
troops  were  used  in  an  airmobile  assault  with  helicopters.  In 
this  particulor  ex<?rcisc,  it  appeared  that  these  airborne 
troops  constituted  some  sort  of  small  airmobile  reserve  to  be 
committed  at  the  discretion  of  the  "Eastern"  (Front)  i n—snilei 
Utilization  of  the  elite  airborne  troops  in  this  manner  could 
suggest  that:  (1)  there  were  not  any  regular  line  troops  suf- 
ficiently trained  at  this  time  to  conduct  an  airmobile  assault* 
and  (2)  utilization  of  an  airmobile  force  required  it  to  be 
specially  constituted  and  hold  in  a reserve  status  prior  to 
commitment.  This  latter  possibility  is  contrary  to  the  presently 
stated  concept  that  all  units  arc  capable  of  participating  in 
airmobile  operations*  without  extensive  prior  preparation* 
during  the  conduct  of  normal  combat  operations. In  other  words* 
it  could  be  stated  that  the  level  of  training  of  their  regular  line 
troops  did  not  allow  tho  Soviets  to  conduct  an  ainm^ile  assault 
in  the  manner  prescribed  in  their  doctrine  on  tho  subject* 

Another  possible  explanation*  however*  for  the  utilisation  of 
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c'litu  tr(x>|JH  is  t in-  poss i hi  I i ty  th.it  th(‘  senior  military 
loaders  merely  <iesire<|  tu  (l<‘monsLr.jte  the  capability#  and 
therefore  decided  1.0  th(>  must  highly  trained  and 

V 

qualified  troops  availabie.  The  evidence  does  not  conclusively 

support  either  explanatioii. 

\ 

As  previously  mentioned#  the  Soviets  also  recognise 

\ 

another  important  aspect  of  training,  in  addition  to  the  tactical 
and  other  specialized  training  particular  to  airmobile  operations, 
that  of  intense  political/psychological  preparation.  This  Is 
based  upon  a recognition  of  the  exttemc  stresses  to  which 
airmobile  troops  arc  subjected  during  particular  airsKlbile 
operations  such  as  assaults  in  enemy-held  areas  where  ssuill- 
unit  actions  would  be  conducted  on  an  independent  or  semi- 
independent basis.  In  the  opinion  of  Soviet  writers  discus- 
sing the  subject,  these  stresses  require  a much  higher  degree 
of  psychological  preparation  than  normal.  In  addition  to  this 
intensified  psychological  preparation  than  normal  (suggesting 
elitist  units) , it  is  also  suggested  that  the  personal  fight- 
ing qualities  of  th<>  troops  themselves  be  on  a much  higher 
level  than  normal.  For  example,  they  must  demonstrate  a higher 
degree  of  initiative,  aggressiveness,  resourcefulness,  dedica- 
tion, etc.^^  One  cannot  help  but  conclude  that,  should  all 
of  the  suggested  prerequisites  for  airmobile  troops  and  their 
training  be  satisfied,  the  ultimate  result  would  be  another 
elitist-type  unit  in  addition  to  the  airborne  units  which 
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•ilri'ady  (>xist  willi  tin-  .Sovi<*i  lore**  structure.  This  is,  | 

4 

however,  c«>ntr.»ry  to  the  husis  tenet  conccirnin^  the  dcjvelop-  ^ 

ment  of  an  airinul>tle  c.ipahility  whic;h  has  been  delineated  in 
the  Biilitary  press.  This  tenet,  of  course,  is  that  the  ! 

capability  must  Ix'  dnv(>lo|M<d  and  i>mpIoyed,  utilizing  regular 
line  troops.  Moreover,  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  press  coro> 
mentary  concerning  recent  training  exercises  to  support  this 

’2  H ^ 

el i test  imago.  Thus,  there  is  an  evident  contradiction 
between  the  basic  tenet  of  the  development  of  the  capability 
and  the  ultimate  product  as  foreseen  by  several  military  writers 
who  were  writing  in  a sc.-mi-of f icial  or  official  status.  This 
contradiction  undoubtedly  contributes  to  the  apparent  aBd>iguity 
in  Soviet  military  doctrine  concerning  the  role  of  ainsobility. 

In  any  discussion  concerning  the  role  of  ainsobility  on  a 

f* 

modern  sophisticated  battlefield,  the  question  immediately 
arises  as  to  the  survivability  of  the  helicopter  in  such  an 
environment.  The  Soviets  clearly  recognize  the  vulnerability 
of  the  helicopter  in  a mid-intensity  conflict  as  well  as  the 
vulnerability  of  airmobile  operations  in  general.  This  vul- 
nerability is  attributed  to  several  factors.  First,  the  ' 

helicopter  itself  is  considered  to  be  highly  vulnerable  to 
ground  fire  of  all  types-handheld  rockets,  small  arms,  and 
the  sophisticated  air  defense  systems.  The  helicopter  is 
recognized  to  be  equally  vulnerable  to  attack  from  enemy 
fighter  aircraft.  To  reduce  this  vulnerability,  the  basic 
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handbook  on  airiu<ibil<>  oiNTat  ions  that  thu  air  routi'H 

to  and  from  tho  iv«*  .in*a  b»*  «Mn*fijl|y  selected  in  order 

to  overfly  lightly  ili'fendt'd  areas  and  to  avoid,  of  course, 
the  heavily  dt*f<‘ndt>d  areas.  Whi're  tliis  is  not  possible  or 
feasible,  it  is  specified  that  the  anti-air  defenses  nust  be 
neutralized  with  air  support,  artillery,  and  tactical  surface- 
to-surface  rockets.  "Nap-of-the-carth"  flying  is  also  recosi- 
eended  to  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  ground  radar  and  ground 
fire.^®  Acconpanyinq  fighter  escort  is  seen  as  a necessary 
requisite  to  those  airsiobilc  operations  which  face  serious 
threats  from  enemy  air  attacks. Second,  the  cong}lexity  of 
airmobile  operations  is  seen  as  contributing  to  a vulnera- 
bility through  a possible  break-down  in  coordination  and  com- 
munication with  supporting  arms.  Thus  the  necessity  for  extremely 
careful  planning  and  coordination  is  strongly  emphasised.  Finally, 
the  necessity  to  concentrate  in  staging  areas  as  well  as  in 
landing  areas  causes  airmobile  forces  to  be  extremely  vulner- 
able to  enesiy  countermeasures.  The  Soviets  believe  this  can 
be  countered  by  strict  adherence  to  security  smasures  such  as 
radio  discipline  (silence),  camouflage,  and  rapid  movaawnt 
to  the  staging  area  and  rapid  deployment  and  movement  from 
the  landing  area.^^ 

Concerning  the  subject  of  air  support  for  airmobile 
operations,  it  seems  certain,  although  it  is  not  stated  explicitly, 

that  the  Soviets  believe  that  air  superiority,  at  least  local 
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sii|H.>r ior i ly  f>v<'i  iIm>  i mnu'd iiitf  t.K'i  mmI  urea  of  operation, 

IS  an  iin|K)rt(inl  rci|ii  i rt-monL  for  <iny  iiirmobile  operation.  For 
this  reason,  ti«'<ivy  t'lnptiasiK  is  |>liun<d  u(x>n  the  need  for  stron<j 
air  support  for  all  airmobile  o|M>rations,  both  during  flight 
to  the  objcctivi‘  area  and  in  the  objective  area  itself. 

In  this  field  of  air  sup{X)rt,  an  obvious  gap  exists  in 
their  discussions  concerning  the  use  of  armed  helicopter  sup- 
l>ort.  Developments  in  this  field  in  the.  "Western  armies,” 
particularly  American  developsicnts,  arc  frequently  mentioned 
and  discussed  but.  no  mention  is  made  of  the  Soviet  development 
of  this  capability.  In  discussing  the  US  achievements  in 
armed  helicopter  development,  these  authors  seemed  to  be 
clearly  arguing  the  merits  of  armt*d  helicopters  on  the  modern 
battlefield.  Colonel  belov,  a Doctor  of  Military  Science/ 
argues  that,  based  uix)n  US  tests  and  experisMuts,  it  is  now 
clear  "that  the  armed  helicopter  has  become  an  extresMly 
effective  weapon.  . •.  in  anti-tank  warfare. He  went  on 
to  point  out  that  the  armed  helicopter  (in  this  case/  the 
Huey  Cobra)  has  also  been  found  to  be  extresmly  effective 
against  other  helicopters,  using  mounted  20  mm  and  30  mm  cannon 
and  a mounted  "Red  Sye  rocket  system. He  concluded  by 
saying  that  it  is  evident  that  "the  preliminary/  speculative 
conclusions  concerning  the  vulnerability  of  the  helicopter 
have  turned  out  to  be  exaggerations."^^ 


( f 


(( 


It  is  this  l.iBt  si ut-«>nicnt  thuL  m<iy  provide  a clue  as  to 
why  the  Soviets  li.ivc  not  developet]  an  armed  helicopter  nor  have 
they  allowed  for  its  utilisation  in  a support  role  in  their 
doctrinal  discussions  on  airmobility.  Soviet  fears  concern- 
ing the  vulnerability  of  the  helicopter  may  have  precluded 
them  from  moving  ahead  earlier  in  this  field.  To  be  sure* 
they  have  armed  some  of  their  existing  helioopters  with  rocket 

I 

pods  and  machine  guns,  but  they  have  not  introduced  an  armed 
helicopter,  designed  solely  for  that  role.  And,  judging  from 
General  Brown's  statement,  introduction  of  the  'Hind  A*  is 
simply  an  effort  to  utilise  a utility  helicopter,  one  which 
can  be  adopted  for  both  troop  carrying  and  ground  support 
roles. Although  this  helicopter  is  no  doubt  an  improvement 
over  existing  Soviet  helicopters  employed  in  these  roles, 
it  does  not  indicate  that  the  Soviets  have  wholeheartedly 

embraced  the  concept  of  armed  helicopter  support  on  the  battle- 

1 

field.  And  it  is  not  likely,  based  u:x>n  analysis  of  past 
Soviet  military  developments,  that  the  Soviets  will  include 
provisions  for  utilisation  of  the  armed  helicopter  in  their 
doctrine  until  the  capability  has  been  refined  and  accepted. 

Thus,  after  this  evaluation  of  the  Soviet  development  of 
the  Soviet  development  of  the  airmobile  capability  and  its 
associated  doctrine,  it  is  now  necessary  to  analyse  its 
probable  role  in  overall  Soviet  military  doctrine.  The  specific 
question  that  must  be  addressed  in  this  analysis  is  the  rela- 
tionship between  airmobile  employment  and  the  employment  of 
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cilrborne  forres.  'I'o  this,  it.  is  ti»<"««ss.iry  to  oxamirK!  th*; 
lorgc‘*8cale  niilitiuy  nianr>uvi>rs  in  wtii<rh  iho  Soviets  employed 
both  airborm*  und  nirmobilc'  combat  assaults. 

In  addition  to  the  'Dnieper'  <.'X(>r<’i sc,  proviousLy  men- 
tioned, the  Soviets  conducted  the  'Dvina'  exercise  in  1970 
and  the  'Yug*  exercise  in  1971.  In  all  three  exercises, 
the  emphasis  seemed  to  be  on  demonstrating  and  testing  the 
combat  awbility  of  the  exercise  forces.  The  airaK>bile  assault 
conducted  in  Dnieper  appeared  to  be  conducted  almost  in 
isolation  of  the  general  tactical  scenario  but  the  airmc^ile 

I 

operations  in  the  latter  two  exercises  appeared  to  be  more 
closely  integrated  into  the  general  schc>mc  of  maneuver.  First, 
with  Dvina,  an  airmobile  assault  was  conducted  into  the  enemy's 
rear  to  seize  an  enemy  "firing  point"  and  to  secure  and  organize 
the  defense  of  a portion  of  a large  forested  area.  This  was 
followed  up  with  helicopter- landed  light  tanks,  armored  per- 
sonnel carriers,  and  other  vehicles.  The  entire  operation 
required  only  "several  minutes. Mention  was  also  nuide  of” 
a subsequent  river  crossing  operation  of  the  Western  Dvina 
River,  in  which  an  airsiobile  assault  was  conducted  to  seise 
a bridgehead  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  river.  This  opera- 
tion also  Included  the  helicopter  landing  of  light  tanks  and 
armored  personnel  carriers. During  the  Yug  exercise,  an 
airmobile  assault  was  also  conducted  to  seize  a bridgehead 
for  a forced  river  crossing  operation. In  all  three  exercise, 
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K)r<ic-HCcilt'  troop  •kkI  drops  l>y  parachute  were  conducted 


heavier  air-lan<l(‘d  elements.  Thus«>  airborne  drops  were  con- 
ducted deeper  into  the  rt>ar  of  the  "enemy”  to  seize  larger  key 
objective  areas,  or  to  cut  off  the  rc^treat  of  the  "enesiy  forces* 
retreating  from  the  river  defensive  line. 

Prom  an  examination  of  the  press  descriptions  of  these 
exercises,  however  vague  and  nebulous  they  may  be,  it  is 
possible  to  form  a delineation  of  the  missions  and  roles  of 
airmobile  and  airborne  operations.  Obviously,  the  airborne 
forces  have  a greater  reach  and  a heavier  lift  capability.  Thus, 
they  would  be  better  suited  for  long-range,  large-scale 
vertical  penetrations  into  the  enemy  rear.  But  these  types 
of  operations  seem  to  require  a significant  aa»unt  of  planning 

I 

and  preparation  time.  At  the  immediate  tactical  level,  this 

t 

time  is  not  necessarily  available.  Therefore,  in  a fluid  and 
fast-moving  tactical  situation,  where  the  requirements  of  response 
and  versatility  play  such  important  roles,  it  seems  logical 
that  airmobile  forces  would  be  much  more  adaptable.  Zt  there- 
fore seems  that  the  Soviet  airmobile  forces  (or  capability)  are 
designed  to  be  supplementary  or  complimentary  to  the  larger- 
scale,  longcr-range  airborne  operations. 

It  is  appropriate  at  this  point  to  examine  briefly  the 
Soviet  development  of  the  airborne  concept  and  statue  of  this 
concept  today  in  the  Soviet  force  structure.  The  Soviets  were 
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the  first  world  |M}w<>r  lo  dcvc lo|jmunt  of  airborne  concepts 

and  doctrine.  'I'liey  beqan  (>xp<!rinicntinq  in  the  early  If'IO's, 
first  with  small  unit  drops,  and  later,  in  1936,  with  a well- 
publicized  larqer  drop.  This  was  well  before  Great  Britain 
and  the  US  beqan  such  efforts,  and  at  least  a year  ahead  of 
similar  tests  and  field  trials  by  Nazi  Gerauiny.^^ 

Since  then,  the  Soviets  have  been  in  the  vanguard  of 
airborne  development  and  application,  although  their  wartisM 
experiences  in  this  field  were  certainly  less  than  successful. 
This  lack  of  wartime  success  has  not  deterred  the  Soviets  from 
continuing  to  believe  in  the  value  of  airborne  forces  for 
they  have  maintained  thi>  largest  standing  airborne  force  in 
the  krorld,  reportedly  seven  divisions. These  divisions  are 
to  be  committed  to  combat  at  three  levels  of  employment: 
strategic,  operational,  and  tactical,  depending  upon  the  depth 
of  the  vertical  penetration  and  the  type  of  mission  assigned 
to  the  airdropped  (or  airlanded)  forces. 

Indeed,  the  Soviets  seem  preoccupied  with  the  elitiet 
image  of  their  airborne  forces.  Their  aitdrops  during  train- 
ing exercises  and  maneuvers  receive  heavy  publicity  in  Krasnaia 
Zvezda,  the  Soviet  military  daily  newspaper.  Moreover,  their 
drops  always  seem  to  be  witnessed  by  a large  number  of  Party 
dignitaries  and  high  military  officials.  After  these  drope, 
the  custom  seems  to  be  for  these  dignitaries  or  officials  to 
personally  meet  with  the  airborne  troopers  and  officers,  mese 
meetings  are  closely  observed  by  press  representatives,  of 
course. 
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At  this  point,  it  is  nocossury  l.o  look  at  the  conclusions 
from  this  analysis  concorninq  the  Soviet  development  of  an 
airmobile  capability  and  its  role  in  Soviet  military  doctrine. 
First,  it  is  evident  that  the  Soviets,  with  their  developsient 
and  utilization  of  heavy-lift  helicopters  and  other  light  craft, 
recognize  the  merits  of  this  vehicle  in  a troop  and  cargo- 
carrying role.  Horeover,  based  upon  their  numerous  discussions 
on  the  subject,  it  seems  certain  that  they  recognize  the  value 
of  an  airmobile  capability  in  their  modern  military  force 
structure  with  its  emphasis  upon  the  combat  mobility  of  its 
ground  forces. 

But  there  has  been  a seeming  reluctance  for  the  Soviets 
to  accept  completely  the  helicopter  as  a combat  vehicle  designed 
to  deliver  troops  und«'r  fire  in  a combat  configuration  upon 
an  unsecured  objective  area.  This  reluctance  has  also  been 
applied  to  accepting  the  role  of  the  armed  helicopter  in  a 
ground  support  role.  This  latter  aspect  has  apparently  con- 
tributed to  the  delayed  development  of  an  armed  helicopter 
and  to  the  complete  absence  of  any  discussion  of  its  role  as 
a ground  support  aircraft  in  doctrinal  discussions  on  airmoblllty. 
In  general,  it  seems  evident  that  this  reluctance  has  con- 
tributed to  a general  lag  behind  the  US  in  the  ainMbile  cap- 
ability, and  to  a specific  lag  in  the  development  of  the  heli- 
copter as  a combat  vehicle. 

The  reasons  for  this  lag  are  clear.  The  Soviets  seem  pre- 
occupied with  the  vulnerability  of  the  helicopter  on  the 
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battlefield.  Tin*  Sovids  ar«*  no  doubt  uwarc  of  the  helieopter 
losses  sufft'Tcd  by  lit**  US  in  Vietnam  I rom  increasingly  sophis- 
ticated ground  fire.  They  arc  also  undoubtedly  aware  of  the 
lessons  of  the  1973  war  in  the  Mid-Cast,  where  the  helicopter 
(and  indeed  all  aircraft)  was  extremely  vulnerable  to  highly 
sophisticated  anti-aircraft  fire.  But  perhaps  the  best 
indication  of  this  preoccupation  with  the  vulnerability  aspect 
is  their  analysis  of  Western  developments  in  the  field  of 
helicopter  development  (primarily  armed  helicopter  develop- 
swnt) . The  general  tone  of  these  articles,  written  by  high- 
level  military  theoreticians,  is  one  of  persuasion  in  arguing 
against  exaggerating  the  vulnerability  of  the  helicopter,  and 
in  lauding  its  merits  on  the  modern  battlefield.  It  is 
apparent  that  this  message  is  directed  at  anti-helicopter 
critics  within  the  Soviet  Ministry  of  Defense. 

Secondly,  in  developing  the  airmobile  capability,  the 
Soviets  seem  to  have  assigned  a secondary  or  supplesMntary 
role  to  airmobility  within  the  broad  spectrum  of  military 
doctrine.  This  is  particularly  evident  when  comparing  the 
roles  and  relationships  of  airmobile  forces  versus  airborne 
forces.  The  largest  unit  mentioned  thus  far  in  any  discussion 
of  ainsobile  assaults  is  the  motorized  rifle  battalion,  rein- 
forced with  light  to  Biedium  supporting  elesMnts.  This  is  in 
sharp  contrast  to  the  large-scale  airborne  divisional  drops, 
reinforced  with  air-dropped  or  airlanded  medium  to  heavy  sup- 
porting eleswnts.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  doubt,  judging 
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from  the  comparcit  i V(<  (mhlicity  associated  with  these  rospoctive 
training  operations,  that,  the  airborne  presently  enjoys  a 
favored  status  with  the  high-level  Party  and  military  officials. 

Indeed,  the  Soviet  view  of  future  war  and  their  analyses 
of  the  probable  opt^rating  areas  nay  suggest  that  the  secondary 
role  for  airmobile  forces  is  necessarily  the  proper  one.  In 
the  probable  operating  area  of  Central  Europe,  where  weather 
and  many  built-up  areas  present  more  serious  limitations  to 
helicopter  operations,  the  Soviets  may  have  concluded  that  the 
airborne  operations  would  be  more  feasible.  In  addition,  the 
Soviets,  with  their  penchant  for  overwhelming  force  end  large- 
scale  operations,  could  logically  believe  that  large-scale 
helicopter  operations  arc  neither  necessary,  feasible,  nor 
"cost-effective,”  whi^n  airborne;  forces  can  satisfy  the  re- 
quiresients  for  large  forces  more  quickly  and  effectively. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  Soviets  foresee  a definite 
supporting  role  within  their  military  doctrine  end  force 
scructure  for  airmobility.  What  is  not  clear  at  this  tlSM 
is  whether  they  intend  to  expand  this  role  and  capability 
dramatically,  or  merely  to  refine  it  and  retain  It  In  Its 
present  status.  Future  developments,  such  as  the  developsMnt 
of  the  armrid  helicopter  (designed  strictly  for  that  particular 
role),  or  the  organization  of  an  airmobile  unit  with  organic 
helicopter  lift,  would  definitely  point  to  an  expansion.  Fail- 
ure to  accomplish  one  or  the  other  would  indicate,  more  or  less, 
the  maintenance  of  the  status  quo. 
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A definition  of  terms  seems  necessary  in  any  discussion 
of  Soviet  airmobile  and  airborne  operations,  since  the  concepts 
and  terms  themselves  are  sometimes  confused,  by  Western  analysts 
The  Soviets,  in  their  Toll^yyi  Slovar  Voennyx  Tetminov  (ha 
Explyatory  Pictionary~bl  MilTtary  Terms) , Voenisdat,  If •• , 
p.  94,  4U»rtne  Vo«dushnyi~b«»8ant  Tvo)  ~Xhlr  Assault) , as  "the 


transportation  of  ground  troops  into  the  rear  of  the  enssiy 
by  military  transport  aviation  for  military  operations  or  re** 
connaissance. ” A VD  may  utilize  parachute  or  air-landed  forces 
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